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Dear mr. Kraft* 

Thanka for taking the tine for your 4/5 response to my letter of 5/5 • 

It nakes wiiut you believe clearer to he than your TV appt^mmee of that colunsn, 

I have no doubt about your intentions. However* aB I will explain* 1 do doubt 
that you have as much of a “detailed knowledge of Watergate" as you say, even if, as 
I would inagitoe ie ossontiol for n man as busy as you, you acquired much of it frora 
officialdom. 

it is, in fact, because 1 doubt neither your intentions nor integrity that I take 
this time. Tou are aloo a man of sons influence. ik; cause you are held in such high 
esteem and are read so widely, if you make a mistake on come thing as fundamental to any 
decent society, the consequences can be quite serious. 

If you doubt my credentials, I will provide thou and a few names in the proas who 
can give you their impressions of my eomsand of Watergate fact. I am spending pretty much 
full tine on it and liavo for months. It in common for my working day to begin at 4 or 5 a /m. 
and I am rarely in bod before 11. 

I do not share your "high confidence" in the Watergate prosecution, by which I 
presume the Office of/ the Special Prosecutor, for seven J. reason. A t woula be unfair 
to give a short version of one, but John Hanrolian has gone over one of my files and 
I think if you ask him if the file ho went over la grounds for doubt based on a very 
clear record of tho past, I am certain lie will give you an honest answer. 1 have not 
aeon his by-line recently. I believe that after he was here wont ovor the copies ho 
made with Claiborne. On the other reason I will be specific. 

1 have aalced for copies of two bits of evidence px-oduced in open court in two trials. 

I have boon refused, on utterly spurious grounds. Under the Freedom of Information law I 
am required to appeal to tho Justice Department. It has failed to even acknowledge my 
appeal although its om regulations require response in either 10 days or two weeks. I 
think it wants to use mo against tho Special Prosecutor so 1 have not decided what to do. 

Hot only is what I aeok public , used An open court, both were- widely reproduced in part 
in facsimile. Even on TV. All court evidence la supposed to be public for reasons other 
than tho requirements of tills lav?. So, on tlil3 basis alone I am more than suspicious. 

These two pieces of evidence are the Cubans’ addroasbooka and those page© of Hunt's 
grand jury testimony released for and used in tho Ellsberg case. With respect to both I 
am confident 1 liavo background and specific knowledge others do not have, therefore 1 want 
to examine the full evidence, not merely aomone else* a encapsulation* 

Tou can evaluate your confidence by asking yourself what there is in the first two 
of the recent indictments that you did not aoe on TV and then if there are other charges 
that should have been made. 1 know tliero are and I have the specifics, proof. Tou night 
also want to read the perjury charges closely and ask yourself if, ac presented, they 
are really strong, ibid what might happen on appeal. The case does not end with trial* 

Based on what I know - and I do aoaume that the staff of the Special Prosecutor's 
office knows what 1 do not - I would have the moot serious doubts about at least the 
thoroughness of the indictments and could easily feel that without leaking there would 
be more covering up. This includes the moat significant allegations not included in the 
charges made and crimes not charged at all. I believe that knowing these things gives 
Nixon more daring and confidence. 



Tho tax business Is today's moat topical, With regard to It tho most unquestionable 
fraud, which I think is definitive on intent, lias not even been mentioned. 1 believe I 
have enough for a good case of conspiracy to defraud involving officials of several 
agencies. Here I refer to documents in jay possession. To this I add an opinion, that 
knowing this is the reason ifixon was in auoh a hurry to turn his fate over to the com- 
mittee tliat really liad no legal right to do what he asked of it. 

Have you not wondored why he departed from Ms practise of "toughing' it out" 
instead of doing what he Icuow would coat him not lass tlian the now public large sum? 

$ could offer soma opinions on why some prosdment peraoiialisiee have done an they 
have, but this would dilute what I do hope you will pondor. 

Philosophically 1 agree completely with you on the sanctity of grand juries. Bone 
years ago when I was a witness before one that was regularly on the front page X refused 
to discuss my testimony although I was under no restraint simple because it could have 
been used prejudicially. 

Tile present situation is like no tiling In our Matory. And tho first prosecution 
used tho grand jury to suppress, not to expose. 

You may bo under tho Msapprelienaion that all the fine Watergate v* porting; was the 
end product of groat investigating, “onsense. There ms none and there wan a pe ’moating 
refusal to ibvest$gate. It was all leoka thus much that in significant was entirely 
uaropoBtod and it was easy for no to develop it. I am well into my own very lengthy 
writing mid X assure you that I have proofs that can't be assailed. 

You would bo surprised at those who would not look into hixon's personal crookedness 
with property long before the story broke. Tills is one of tho considerations that made me 
decide to lay other work aside for Watergate. I Imd two handles on it way back. X included 

my correspondence with John Doan, then still fair haired. 

If tliis was tho .situation before the grand jury started acting, can you imagine 
what will remain unknown if any grand jury is influenced not to eliorgo? lightly or 
wrongly, it is apparent that tho grand jury whose report was the oubjoot of you com- 
ment had been influenced mid van unhappy about it?' 

You have it on iny msxk 9: word, only, but aek yourself sup.jooe I am correct in what 1 
allege about tho defects of the obstruction and Plumbers' indictments in addition to 
tho fact tliat tho grand jury insisted on both a report and its transmission past the 
court? 

Wow please reconsider your penultimate sentence, "I believe that nothing would have 
been lost had tho press waited for tho material to emerge." Kow oan you be certain that 
t$e fact of the report would have "emerged" without the leak, or that wliat followed it 
would have? 

jg 

hus far wliat lias emerged from grand juries is considerably loss tlian is 
public domain. 

Gan it be that your trust van Imposed upon? 



bincorely. 



Harold Weinberg 



